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Randal Joslyn I 

8 1  1 19th Ave , Coralville, IA 52241-1617 i 

- 
. November 1,2005 11 34 AM 

Senator Chuck Grassley 
U.S. Senate 
135 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Grassley: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it. would.have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Randal Joslyn 

cc 
The Federai Communications Ccrunission 
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Richard Boyd \ 
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November 1,2005 11:23 AM 

Senator Mark Pryor 
U.S. Senate 
257 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Pryor: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 60m bigh volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would bawd !iighly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal lwu does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Since:ely, 
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Tina Webb 1 

527 S Farr Rd #36 , Spokane Valley, WA 99206 DEC 3 0 2005 
November 1,2005 11:24AM 
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Representative Cathy McMoms 
US. House of Representatives 
1708 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative McMoms: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (ilSF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constihlents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it wculd have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
'The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Tina Webb 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Cdmmission . ., ., 
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Roger StMartin 
1031 Old Stafford road, Tiverton, RI 02878 r '  '- ," 

i -bENED &INSPkCr ic 
i November 1,2005 11:21 AM 

Representative Patrick Kennedy 
U S .  House of Representatives 
407 Cannon House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

i OEC 3 0 2005 i 

'C - MAILROOF 

Dear Representative Kennedy: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. in addition, it would havz a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Roger St.Martin 

cc: , ,  
~. . ,  The Federal Communications Commission 2 ,  
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Dana Coleman 1 DEL 3 0 2005 
2805 Damascus Court Aut E .  Baltimore. MD 21209 1 

3C - MAILROOF' 
-05 11.24AM 

Representative Benjamin Cardin 
U S .  House of Representatives 
2207 Rayburn House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-OCOI 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 
. -. . 

Dear Representative Cardin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause, many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residentiai and Nrai consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according'to'the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

'Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

r 
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The Federal Communications Commissiod ( I  
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Senator Charles Schumer 
U.S. Senate 
3 13 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addiion, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Banett 

cc: , ,  

The Federa: Commuriicatims Commission 
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Senator John Cornyn 
U.S. Senate 
517 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Cornyn: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it wou!d have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fornard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Santiago Conchas 

CC: . ,  , 

The Federal Communications Commission 
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Lucinda Roberts LL 
t 
I I5829 Wilson Pamsh Road, Umatilla, FL 32784-9334 

Senator Bill Nelson 
U.S. Senate 
7 16 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be pedized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change ro a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lucinda Roberts 

cc: , i  

.The Federal Communications Commission 
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Judy Nevins :-,-p I 

- _ .  855 Arciero Drive, Whittier, CA 90601-1 1 I O  

November 1,2005 11 :37 AM 

Senator Barbara Boxer 
U.S. Senate 
I12 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 IO-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Boxer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Judy Nevins 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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martin dragon i . 
67 walker pond rd , sturbridge, MA 01566 

I r 35 AM 
Senator John Keny 
U.S. Senate 
304 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-Stat. .int Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

k& S e w i x  E;ei,, 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addirion, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and np to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

martin dragon 

CC: 

The Federal Communications Cdriunission 

, ,  



i Ron M m d  ..- 
16505 Keats Ten, denvmd, MD 20855 U C  

Representative Albert Wynn 
US. House of Representatives 
434Camon HouseOfficeBldg. 
Wa&ington,DC'2CDl5-KKll 

Subject Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal ServiceCC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Wynn: 

I haveseriou3eonce~~sra~ding theFederal CommuoicatioasCommissions'(KC)pmition tochange theuniversal Service 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, 
will Le negatively impacted bq theunfair change pmped by the KC. 

As you know, USFis~unentIycollectedonarevenuebaais. P~lewhousemo~epaymo,eiatothearstem. If t b e K C h 8 e s  
that systemtoaflatfee,that m~n~that~omeonewho~~onethouSandminut~amonthoflongdistance,paysthevlme 
amount into thefundassomaonewhomesre~ominutesof long distances month Conatituentswhouae theirlimitedrasources 
wisely should not be p a d i d  for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could came many low-volumelong distance users, like students, prepaid wirelesauaers,senior citirens and I-- 
income residential and rural consumerq to give up their pbones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-wlume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 

highly detrimental effect on small busineases all across America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,ofwhichlamamembel;keepsmeinfoormedabout theUSFiaauewithmonthly newlettersandup 
todate informationon theirwebite, includinglinlts toKCinformation. Whilelamaware that federallawdoesnot require 
companies to recover, or "p... along' these fees to their customers, the reality ia that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I 
amchargedfaidy. IftheFCCgoestoanumberstaxedmy servicewillcat more. A n d a m &  to theccdi t ionkresnt  
meetingswithtopKCofficials,theFCChasplanstochangetoaflat feesystemsmnandwithoutlegislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordwelopmentson theivlueandcontinuetospreadthe~rdtomycommunity. Irequest  you^ 

along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know howa flat fee taxcould disproportionately & e t  those in your 
constituency. 

~ a u k y o ~ f o ~ y ~ u * ~ o ~ t i ~ u ~ ~ ~ k a ~ d l l - k f ~ ~ a ~ d  tohearing~utyoul.pmitionon tbismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Ron Mesnard 

_ I  
cc: 

The Federd'Gmqunications Commission 
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Veronica Gutierrez 
12617 Sun Terrace, El Paso, TX 79938-4235 'c - MAILRO()n 

-- 
November I ,  2005 11 : 11 AM 

Senator John Cornyn 
US. Senate 
517 Hart Senate Office Building 

- m i o - 0 0 0 1  

Atate Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Gear >enator Cornyn: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Veronica Gutierrez 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Canmission 



Senator Charles Schumer 
USSenate 
313 Hart Senate %ce Building 
W a s h i n g t o n , D C 2 0 5 1 0 - ~  

SubjeckRe: Federal-State Joint Board on Uniyersal Service C C D a k e t  96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer: 

I have seriousconcerns regarding theFederal GmmunicationsGmmi.sions'(FCC)porition tochange the UniversaI Service 
Fund (USR collection method to a monthly flat fee Many of your conatituenta, i n d u a  me, my friends, family and neighbors, 
willbenegatively impactedby theunfairchangepropwedby theFCC. 

Asyouhow,USFi.cunentlycollectedonar-nuebasia. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. IftheFCCchangea 
that syatemtoaflatfee,that mwnathataomeonewhovaeaonethouMndminutesamonthof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount intothetundassomeonewhouseoEerominutesof longdiatanceamonth Gnatituentawhouse theirhmitedr-uces 
wisely shouldnot bepenalizedfordoing so_ 

Aflat feetaxcouldcausemany low-~lumelongdiatan~euaers,l~studenb,prepaidwiielessuse~~,senio~citirensandlow- 
income residential and rural comumew to give up their phon- due to unafforddable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
thefundingburdendtheUSFfromhigh~lumetolow-volumeusersisradicalandunnecessar~. Inaddition,itwouldhavea 
highly detrimental effect on small busine- all acrw America 
TheKeep USFFair M i t i o n ,  d which l am a member, keep me informed about the USF issuewithmonthly newsletters and up 
to date info-tioa on their website, including l i n h  to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
com~iestor--,ol-"passalong'tbesefeestotheircustomers,the~ealityisthatthey do. AsaconsumerIwouldlemureI 
amchargedhirly. IftheFCCgoestoanumberstaxed,my senricewillcostmore. Andamding totheWit ionhrecent  
meetingtwith topFCCofficialq theFCChas plans tochange to aflat f e e  system -n andwithout legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to sprwd theword to my community. I request you pass 
.1..s my amanu to the FCC 011 my bebalt l e t t i i  them how how a flat fee tax muld dinproportionately affect thcae in your 

d n r e & o l d I b d ; a n * s l d t o ~ ~ U t Y o w ~ ~ o n ~ M t t . r .  

DianeDoll. . I  : ,  

. ,  , 
cc: , I  , :, , ,  

The Federal Communications Gmmission 
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. .  . ,  ~ . .  . . ,  
. !  . , , ( .  ... 

..,., . .  , -  ,, , ..: . . ,  

,.: .- ,:; .,, , '~ 

4 ,  I ,  I 

, . ,  . , .  . 
I .c . . / I  , 

- .  7 I , .  , , , .  .1 . - , . , ,  ~ .. .. , .  , .  < 

i l \  . :., i .. , : 4 ,. 

. ~, 

, , / , . ,  

7 r, ' .  . . i ~ " < ' , ' '  . '  



, -. 

; i .L~E~ED &VNS&L 1 L,,, 
I 

Doris Steele i OEC g 0 2005 I 

NO WLRWk . . .. 
833 West Linden Avenue , Logansport, IN 46947 

Senator Richard Lugar 
1J.S. Senate 

Building 
1001 

Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Senice CC Docket 96-45 

c 
A g a r :  i 1 

L-k _.-- t.m selmm concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) potkition to 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your caastitUe 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my comunity. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Doris Steele 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box , . . 
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1 - 0 "  1685 Linda Alterson-Lambert 
249 US Route 4 , Wilmot, NH 03287 

Senator Judd Gregg 
US. Senate 
393 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Gregg: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the Same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Akrson-Lambert 

2 '  

. .  , .  cc: 
:: The Federal Communications.Commission 
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Richard Daberkow i 
4039 Tennyson Lane, North Olmsted, OH 44070-1915 f U t U  3 0 LUUS 

Senator Mike DeWine 
US. Senate 
140 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator DeWine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as mmeone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Daberkow . .  
, .  1 

cc: i . .  
The Federal Communications Commission 
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i DEC 3 0 2005 
victoriavalsdine 

310somerset .norwich,KS67118 I 
' '?C - MAILROO! 

N O v e & r n  11 39 AM 
Senator Sam Brownback 
US.Senate 
303 Had Senate Office Building 
Waahington,EC 20910-0001 

SubjectRsFederal-State Joint BcaxdonUnivemdServiceCCDdet 96-45 

Dmr Senator Brow&& 

I haveseriousconcerns regarding theFed*ralCommunicat ionaCo~isa ions ' (TCC)~t ionto~e  theUnivenalService 
FUnd(USF)coll~tionmethodtoamonthlyflatfee. Many of yourmnstituenbindudingme,my~enda,kmilyandneighbora, 
willbenegatively impacted by theunfa i r changeprqxdby  theFCC. 

Asyouknow,USFis~entlycollededonarevenuebaais. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. IftheFCCchanges 
that systemtoanat fee,thatmeansthatMlmeonewhousesonethousandminutesamonthof longdistance,paysthevrme 
amount into thetundassomeonewhomesrerominutesof longdistanceamonth. Conatituentswhouse their limitedresources 
wisely shouldnot bepenalizedfordoi~so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcamemany low-lumelong diatanceuaers,likeatudenis,prepaidwi~elelesruse~~s,seniorcitirenaandlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, togive up their phones due tounaffordable monthly increases on their bilk. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from hi& volume to low-.volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
bighly detrimental effect on s m a l l  business  all across America. 
~e~USFFairCoa l i t ion ,o fwhi~Iamamember , l ceepsme  idormedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todateinformationon the irwebs i t e , in~u~ng l in~  toFCCinformation. Whilelamawarethat federallawdoes not require 
mmpaniestorecwer,or"~along"thesefeestotheircmtomerqther~ity ia that they do. AaaconsumerlwouldliLeen~u~el 
amchargedfairly. If theFCCgoestoanumberstaxed,my servicewillmst more. Andaccording totheCoalitionbr-nt 
meetingawithtopFCCoffic& theFCChasplanatochangetoaflat feesystemsoona.dwithoutlegislation. 

lwillmntinue tomonitordwelopmentaonthei~ueandcontinue tospread theword tomy community. Irequest you- 
alongmyconcemstotheHIConmybehal~lettingthemknowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddisp~o~,tionately affectth-in your 
constituency 

Thank you for your continued workandl 1 4  forward to hearing about your position 011 this matter. 

Sincerely, , ,  , I  

victoria valentine , .  

, 
cc 
The Federal Communications,Commin 



November 1,2005 11.52 AM 

Senator Elizabeth Dole 
US.Senate 
555 Dlrksen Senate Office Budding 
w a a h i n g t o n , ~ m l o - m  

SubjeckReFederal-State Joint BoardonUnivedSerYiceCCDodret 96-45 

Dear Senator Dole: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Gmmunications Gmmiasiona' (FCC)poaition to change the U n i w r d  Service 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends. family and nei&ors, 
will benegatively impacted by theunfairchangepropoaed by theFCC. 

Asyouknow.USFiscunentlycollfftedonareve.uebasis. Pqlewhousemorepay moreintotheayatem. If theFCCchanges 
thatsystemtoaflat fee,that meansthataomeonewhousffionethousandminutesamonthof longdistance,paysthe~me 
amount into thefundasDm~newhouaeslerominut~odlongdistancea month. Gastituentawho-their limitedresources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing D. 

Aflat feetaxcouldcausemany low-lumelongdistanceusen,likeatudents,prepaidwirelsssu~~~,~niorciti.ensandlow- 
income residential and mral consumera. to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increase on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume usen is radical and unnec-ssmy. In addition. it w u l d  have a 

h g h l y  detrimental effect on small businesses dl a c r m  America. 
TheKeepUSFFail.Coalition,ofwhichlamamembe~, keepmeinformedabout theUSFiamewithmonthly newlettersandup 
todateinformationon theirwebsite,includngli~~ toFCCinformation. Whilelamaware that federallawdoesnotrequire 
companies torerover ,o~"~along"thesefeestotheirc lutome~ttbe~~i ty  isthat they do. A.aconsumerlwouldl iee~u~e1 
amchargedfairly. IftheFCCgoestoanumtaxed,my servicewillcoatmore. Andaccording totheCoalition'srent 
rneetingswith topFCCofficiale, theFCChasplana t o a e  to a flat feesystem scon and without legislation. 

I d 1  continue to monitor developments on the l ~ u e a n d  continue tospread the word tomy community. I request you 
alongmyamcemstotbeFCConmybehaltlett~themknowhowaflatfeebxcoulddispraportionately aftectthasein your 
constituency, 

Thank you fo~ 9- continued work and I look foxward to hearing about yovr paltion 011 thl. matter. 

Sincerely. 

Ruby Ship- 



, I. 

Judith Evans I nix o n 7pp5 
7104 South 86th Street #227, La Vista, NE 68128 

- 

Representative Lee Terry 
US. House of Representatives 
1524 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 90515-0001 

Subjea: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

* 
1;  

Dear Representative Terry: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a'highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

. .  

i 

Judith Evans 

cc: " 

The Federal Commmicatious. Commission 

, . . , ~ . ! ! .  . .  
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Robert Clements - 
98 Iron Wheel Park, Danville, NH 03819 I 

Senator John Sununu 
U.S. Senate 
11 1 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Sununu: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constihlents, including me, 
my fiiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constihlents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, l i e  students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a ilat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
a&ct tbogc in yOur constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Clements 
, . , ,  

cc: , . . . I  , 
. .  The Federal Communi , .  
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Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
3 17 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Martinez: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Comtihlents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessruy. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disprepOrtionately 

Y. , ~ ,  I 

continued w o k  and I look forward to hearing about your position on &is matter. 

Smcerely, 

Nina Aldridge' 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Qnunission . ,  
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ite Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Barbara Firth 
L 

5 Baldwin Avenue #125, El Monte, CA 91731 

November 30,2005 10:43 PM 

Boxer 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary, In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USE Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Firth 

I 
I 
i 

I 

1 

cc: I .,. , , 

FCC.General,Email Box ~. ~ 

' , 1 :  

,;' . ,  , ,. . . 
., ' I1 ' . X',', 

., . . ~ .  . . .  , 

'SI 1 .,' .,. . ,  , . . ,  



-XMD &JNSP~L I ,  
albntsblamd i 

f 
I DEC 3 0 2005 16 case id ,winthrop,ME03464 

Reprmentatim Tom M e n  
US.HouaeofRepn*entativea 
1127 Laworth H- Office Building 
Washington, Dc M5rJ-OoO1 r 
Sq+ct:Re:Fede?alState Joint BmrdonUnivedServiceCCDdet 96-45 

0 
--. -= -I.-- ., Dear Representative Allen: 

I have serious concerns regarding theFederalCommunications Commisaions'(FCC)pasition to change theuniversal Service 
Fund(USF)collectionmethodtoamonthly flat fee. ~ n y ~ y o u r c o n ~ t i ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~ u d i n g m ~ m y f r i e n ~ f a m i l y a n d n e ~ r s ,  
willbe negatively impactedhy theunfairchangepropcadby theFCC. 

Aayouknow,USFiscunentlyco~ectedonarevenuebaais. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If theFCCchanges 
that syatem to a flat fee, that means that s o m m n e w h o u s e a o n e t d  minutesa monthof 10.8 distancp,paya thesame 
amount into thefundassammnewhow .erominutesof longdistanceamonth. Constituentswhouse their limitedresources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing ea 

A flat fee tax could mule many low-lume long distance users, like students, p rqx id  wireless users, senior citizens and low- 
income residential and rural consumers, togiveup theirphonesdue tounaffordable monthly increases on their hills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high wlume to low-volume users is radical and unnffesulry. 1. addition, it would have a 
highly detximental effect on small busineases all ac- America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,of whichIamamember, keepsmeinformedabout theUSFismewithmonthy n d e t t e r a a n d u p  
todateinformationon thoir.~~ite,inclu.nglinlcs toFCCinformation. WhileIamaware that fedemllawdoes not require 
companiestor-r,~~ "passal0ng"thesefees totheircu.tomers,ther&ty isthatthey do. AaaconsumerIwouldlikeensureI 
amchargedfairly. If the FCCgoes toa numbers taxed, my service willcoat more. And according to theCoalitionb recent 
meetiqp with top KC&icials, theFCChasplans tochange to aflat feesyatem swn and without legidation. 

I d  continueto monitor developments on the h u e a n d  mntinue tospread theword to my community. I request you p.w 
alongmy concern totheFCConmybehalt,lettingthemknowhowaflat feetaxcoulddispro~~ionately affectth-in your 
mnstituencg. 

ThankyouforgourcontinuedwozkandIlwkforwardtohearingaboutyaurpaitionon~matter 

Sincerely, 

abrt leblond : 

! 
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1 1657JeanneStreet,Uanero,LA70072a443 

,: 

Senator David Vitter 
USSenate 
516 Hart SenateOfficeBuilding 
Waabington, Dc m1o-ooo1 

Suhjst:Re:Federal-StateJoint BmrdonUnivedSemiceCCDocbt 96-45 

Daar Senator Vittec 

I haw serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (KC) position to change the Universal Service 
FundWSF)collection methodtoamonthlyflat fee. M a n y o d y o u ~ c o n a t i t u e n b , i n d u ~ m e , m y f r i e n ~ ~ m i l y a n d n e i g b b o n ,  
willbenegatively impacted by theunfairc@epropod by theFCC. 

As you know,USFiscunentlyMllectedonarevenuehaais. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If theFCCchanges 
that system t o a  flat fee, that means that someonewho- onetho-d minutes a monthof long distance, pbys themme 
amount intothefundaasom~newhouae3Eerominutesof longdistanceamonth. CaMtituenbwho-theirlimitedI-rces 
wisely should not he penalired for doing so. 

Aflat  fee taxmuldcausemany law-volumelongdistanceuse~llikestudenb,pre~dwirelea,uae~~seniorcitirensandlow- 
income residential and mral COMumeIs. to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly inczeaaes on their hills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF kom high volume to low-volume wezs is radical and unnffesaary. In addition, it would have a 
h i h l y  detrimental effect on small businem all a c r ~  America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCmlition,ofwhi=hIamamember,k~pameinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthy newslettezsaandup 
to date information oqtheirwebaite, including links to HIC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companiestorecover,or pasaalong'thesefeestotheircuatome~~,thereality is that they d a  Aaacon.ume~Iwouldlikeensul.eI 
am &ged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numben taxed, my nervi- will mst more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meqtimwith topFCC otficiala. theFCC bddplana t o h e  to a flat feesystem soon andwithout legislation. 

lwill continue to monitor  lopm me ate on the &me and continue to v read  theward to my community. I r e c p d  you p"a 

a l o m e m y c o l r n n r t o t h p r C C o n m y b e b a l f L t t l n g t h ~ L n o w h o w a ~ t a t ~ t a x f o u l d ~ i ~ t e l y a U e c t t h a s e i n y o u r  -- 
1' 



Bonnie Goreczny - 
1301 Eleanor, Burkbumett, TX 76354 I 3 02005 

Senator Kay Hutchison 
U.S. Senate 
284 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USE Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more, And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to .mnitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pas &&g my concern8 to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 

Sincerely, 


